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[This news release is issued to inform the public and the press of cases that the Supreme Court 

has accepted and of their general subject matter.  The statement of the issue or issues in each 

case set out below does not necessarily reflect the view of the court, or define the specific issues 

that will be addressed by the court.] 

 
#14-135  People v. Macabeo, S221852.  (B248316; 229 Cal.App.4th 486; Los Angeles 

County Superior Court; YA084963.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal 

affirmed a judgment of conviction of a criminal offense.  This case presents the following 

issues:  (1) May law enforcement officers conduct a search incident to the authority to 

arrest for a minor traffic offense, so long as a custodial arrest (even for an unrelated 

crime) follows?  (2) Did Riley v. California (2014) __ U.S. __ [134 S.Ct. 2473, 189 

L.Ed.2d 430] require the exclusion of evidence obtained during the warrantless search of 

the suspect’s cell phone incident to arrest, or did the search fall within the good faith 

exception to the exclusionary rule (see Davis v. United States (2011) 564 U.S. __ [131 

S.Ct. 2419, 180 L.Ed.2d 285]) in light of People v. Diaz (2011) 51 Cal.4th 84? 

#14-136  McLean v. State of California, S221554.  (C074515; 228 Cal.App.4th 1500; 

Sacramento County Superior Court; 34201200119161CUOEGDS.)  Petition for review 

after the Court of Appeal affirmed in part and reversed in part the judgment in a civil 

action.  This case presents the following issues:  (1) When bringing a putative class action 

to recover penalties against an “employer” under Labor Code section 203, may a former 

state employee sue the “State of California” instead of the specific agency for which the 

employee previously worked?  (2) Do Labor Code section 202 and 203, which provide a 

right of action for an employee who “quits” his or her employment, authorize a suit by an 

employee who retires? 

#14-137  Hughes v. Pham, S221650.  (E052469; nonpublished opinion; Riverside 

County Superior Court; INC048327.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal 

affirmed in part and reversed in part the judgment in a civil action.  The court ordered 
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briefing deferred pending decision in Rashidi v. Moser, S214430 (#14-02), which 

presents the following issue:  If a jury awards the plaintiff in a medical malpractice action 

non-economic damages against a healthcare provider defendant, does Civil Code section 

3333.2 entitle that defendant to a setoff based on the amount of a pretrial settlement 

entered into by another healthcare provider that is attributable to non-economic losses or 

does the statutory rule that liability for non-economic damages is several only (not joint 

and several) bar such a setoff? 

#14-138  Schinkel v. Superior Court, S221665.  (C073404; 229 Cal.App.4th 935; 

Sacramento County Superior Court; 99F03948.)  Petition for review after the Court of 

Appeal denied a petition for peremptory writ of mandate.  The court ordered briefing 

deferred pending decision in Braziel v. Superior Court, S218503 (#14-86), and People v. 

Machado, S219819 (#14-88), which present the following issue:  Is an inmate serving an 

indeterminate term of life imprisonment under the Three Strikes Law (Pen. Code, §§ 667, 

subds. (b)-(j), 1170.12), which was imposed for a conviction of an offense that is not a 

serious or violent felony, eligible for resentencing on that conviction under the Three 

Strikes Reform Act if the inmate is also serving an indeterminate term of life 

imprisonment under the Three Strikes Law for a conviction of an offense that is a serious 

or violent felony?   

# # # 

The Supreme Court of California is the state’s highest court and its decisions are binding on all other California 

state courts. The court’s primary role is to decide matters of statewide importance and to maintain uniformity in the 

law throughout California by reviewing matters from the six districts of the California Courts of Appeal and the 

fifty-eight county superior courts (the trial courts). Among its other duties, the court also decides all capital appeals 

and related matters and reviews both attorney and judicial disciplinary matters. 


